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SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR 



FACILITATING THE PRE-PUBLICATION 



PEER REVIEW PROCESS 



Background of the Invention 



5 1. Field of the Invention 

The present invention relates generally to the field of the publishing process for scholarly 

j=x articles and more specifically to the peer review process that takes place prior to the publication 
1 11 of scholarly articles. 
J1 2. Related Art 

^8) In scientific, technical, historical, medical, and other scholarly journals, it is typically the 

standard that all articles to be published are previously reviewed by competent, experienced, and 
neutral scholars in the field of the article. The reviewers screen submitted articles to ensure that 

Q publications in scholarly journals live up to the very high standards of the scientific method, 
which requires adequate documentation of repeatable experiments and logical conclusions 

1 5 therefi:*om. As is normal in the industry, at least two reviewing scholars typically must approve 
of the article before the editors of the joximal will consider the article for publication. 

In the past, this rigorous review process has been arduous and time consuming for both 
the journals and the authors. The first step in this process, after the article has been vmtten, 
requires that the author submit several copies of the article to a selected journal for consideration. 

20 To do so, the author would make several copies of the manuscript and ship them to the 

publication from which the author desired consideration. Typically, the shipping would be done 
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by first class U.S. mail or a delivery or courier service. Additionally, prior to submission the 
author must usually obtain Copyright Transfer and manuscript submission forms from the 
journal, and enclose the completed forms with the submission. 

When the journal receives the hardcopy manuscript from the author, the joumal records 

5 the receipt of the manuscript in a paper or computerized manuscript tracking database. The 
joumal also sends a confirmation to the author that the manuscript has been received. Next, the 
editorial staff determines several potential reviewing scholars who have expertise in the 
particular field that is the subject matter of the article. The joumal would then contact these 

\ several scholars to see if they were available and willing to review the article. If so, then the 



The review process commences with the joumal shipping a copy of the submitted article 
to each scholar who will review the submission. The reviewing scholars, after receiving the 
article, read through the article and make appropriate comments. Typically, a deadline for the 
review has been imposed by the joumal to ensure that the reviewing scholar performs this duty in 



In the traditional process, after the reviewing scholar has read through and provided 
comments on the article, the draft article along with the comments are returned to the editors at 
the magazine. Once all of the reviews are complete, the editors compile the comments and 
evaluate the articles based on the comments from the reviewing scholars and the merits of the 
20 article. An editorial decision is then made regarding the appropriateness of the article for 
publication. Typically, submitted articles are (1) accepted for publication; (2) provisionally 



:to review process would begin. 



fS a timely fashion. 
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accepted for publication pending minor review; (3) provisionally accepted for publication 
pending a major revision of the article and resubmission for evaluation; or (4) rejected. 

Once an editorial decision has been made, the decision along with the comments from the 
reviewing scholars are forwarded to the author. In this way, the author is provided v^th the 
status of the submission as well as feedback on how to improve the article. The author then 
makes revisions to the article as necessary. In the case where the author disagrees wdth the 
comments of the reviev^ng scholar, the author would prepare responses to the comments of the 
reviewing scholar, and submit those comments to the editors along with the updated draft. For 
articles requiring resubmission for evaluation, the peer review and article revision process could 
include several iterations. 

After the journal receives a revised draft with responses from the author, the editors begin 
to review all of the material in order to make a decision about whether to publish the article. 
This can be an extremely time consuming process for the editors who must keep straight the 
original text of the article, the conmients from the reviewing scholars, the edits from the author, 
and the responses from the author. When all of the appropriate reviews and revisions and 
remarks have been considered, the editorial staff then makes its decision regarding publication of 
the article. 

When an article has been accepted, it is forwarded to copy editors who then ensure that 
the paper meets the journal's style criteria. The copy editors also format the manuscript into the 
appropriate layout for the joumal. This formatting process produces an article in the form of a 
"galley proof," which is simply the article formatted in the correct layout for the particular 
joumal. The galley proofs are then transmitted to the corresponding author and the responsible 
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editorial staff for final approval. After approval, the galley proofs are typically sent to the 
journal's production facility for inclusion in the next edition. 

The problem with the present method is that it is too time consuming and costly. In 
today's reduced time to market business environment, cumbersome and iterative review 
processes that delay publication of time sensitive material can be very costly. Therefore, what is 
needed is an improved method for facilitating the peer review process of scholarly manuscripts 
submitted to professional journals for publication. 



Accordingly, the present invention presents an improved method for facilitating, 
streamlining, and compressing the peer review process. Using the World Wide Web ("Web"), 
ubiquitous access to a submitted article is provided to authors, reviewers, and editors. Moreover, 
the same access is provided to additional data regarding the status of the article. By doing so, the 
present invention provides real time, 24 hour per day access to the parties involved in the review 
process, and also provides a structured timeline for the review process. 

The process begins with a scholar who has written an article and is seeking publication of 
the article. The author then submits the article to a journal for consideration. The streamlined 
submission process allows the author to connect to the journal Web site and upload the 
previously written article. The journal receives the article and immediately converts the data 
format of the article into a standard format, which is then approved by the author. 

Next, the Web site parses the text of the article, sifting out keywords describing the 
content of the article. These keywords are then ranked according to their relative weight in 



Summary of the Invention 
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describing the article's content and presented to the author for possible editing, reordering, and 
ultimately approval. 

When the article has been submitted and formatted and the format and keywords have 
been approved by the author, potential reviewers are sought for the article. This search is 
conducted by cross referencing the approved keywords with keywords from scholar profile 
entries in the journal's database. The result of this search is a ranked list of qualified potential 
reviewers for selection by the editorial staff The highest ranked potential reviewers are 
automatically contacted by email and requested to review the article. An abstract of the article is 
included in the requesting email along with other information helpful to the potential reviewer. 

Potential reviewers agreeing to review the article connect to the joumal Web site and 
accept the editors' request. Once the required number of reviewers have accepted, no additional 
reviewers are allowed to accept. After a reviewer has accepted, the reviewer is given password 
protected access to the article and can immediately begin reviewing the article. 

During the review process, the author(s) has access to the status the article, including due 
dates for the reviews, dates for editorial decisions, scheduled publish date, and other pertinent 
information. When a review is complete, the reviewer submits the review to the editorial staff 
via email, or directly into the journal's Web site. This completed review is made immediately 
available to the author so that the author can respond to comments in the review. 

After all of the reviews have been completed, they are compiled together with the 
remarks and edits from the author. The editors then make their publication decision based on the 
reviews, while taking into consideration the author's edits and remarks. In the case where the 
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editors choose to not publish the article, the process can begin again after the author has revised 
the article, repeating as necessary until the article is in a form that is acceptable for publication. 

Brief Description of the Drawings 

The details of the present invention, both as to its structure and operation, can best be 
understood in reference to the accompanying drawings, in which like reference numerals refer to 
like parts, and in which: 

Figure 1 is a high level overview flow diagram of the present invention; 

Figure 2 is a flowchart of a process whereby an article is submitted to a journal by an 
author according to the present invention; 

Figure 3 is a flowchart of a method according to the present invention for selecting 
potential reviewers to review a submitted article; 

Figure 4 is a flowchart of a process according to the present invention for allowing a 
reviewer to gain access to a submitted article and complete an evaluation for that article; 

Figure 4A is a software application window illustrating a prototype of a status page 
displayed to an article reviewer by a journal's Web site according to one embodiment of the 
present invention; 

Figure 4B is a software application window illustrating a prototype of a status page 
displayed to an article reviewer by a joumal's Web site according to one embodiment of the 
present invention; 

Figure 4C is a software application window illustrating a prototype of an on line 
evaluation form displayed to an article reviewer by a journal's Web site according to one 
embodiment of the present invention; 
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Figure 5 is a flowchart of a method according to the present invention for allowing the 
author of a submitted article to respond to comments of the reviewer; 

Figure 5A is a software application window illustrating a prototype of an on line 
evaluation form including remarks entered by the author according to one embodiment of the 
present invention; 

Figure 6 is a flowchart of a method according to the present invention whereby an editor 
can consider the reviews for an article and the authors remarks in order to arrive at a publication 
recommendation; 

Figure 7 is a flowchart of a process that an editorial board can use to facilitate a 
publication decision according to one embodiment of the present invention; 

Figure 8 is a flowchart of a process for revising an article after the article has been 
submitted to a journal and reviewed by a reviewer according to the present invention; 

Figure 9 is a software application window illustrating a prototype of a login screen for a 
joumal's Web site according to one embodiment of the present invention; 

Figure 10 is a software application window showing a prototype of a registration screen 
for a joumal's Web site according to one embodiment of the present invention; 

Figure 11 is a software application window showing a prototype of a registration screen 
for a joumal's Web site according to one embodiment of the present invention; 

Figure 12 is a software application window showing a prototype of a registration screen 
for a joumal's Web site according to one embodiment of the present invention; 

Figure 13 is a software application window showing a prototype of a registration screen 
for a journal's Web site according to one embodiment of the present invention; 
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Figure 14 is a software application window showing a prototype of a registration screen 
for a joximars Web site according to one embodiment of the present invention; 

Figure 15 is a software application window showing a prototype of a user's default 
screen from a journal's Web site according to one embodiment of the present invention; 

Figure 16 is a software application window showing a prototype of a collaborating 
author's article summary screen from a journal's Web site according to one embodiment of the 
present invention; and 

Figure 17 is a software application window showing a prototype of a collaborating 
author's article summary screen from a journal's Web site according to one embodiment of the 
present invention. 

Detailed Description of the Preferred Embodiments of the Invention 
A. Introduction and Overview 

The present invention is directed toward an improved method for facilitating the peer 
review process that streamlines and compresses the review process, eliminating unnecessary 
delays and costs inherent in the traditional process. Specifically, the invention implements a 
manuscript tracking process using the Web to allow an author ubiquitous access to submitting 
manuscripts, examination of peer reviews, and re-submission of edited drafts of the manuscript. 
The present invention additionally uses the Web to provide a reviewing scholar ubiquitous access 
to the manuscript being reviewed and the ability to provide criticism and commentary. The 
invention fiirthermore uses the Web to allow editors to consider and evaluate the peer reviews 
and corresponding remarks and revisions from the author. After reading this description it v^U 
become apparent to one of ordinary skill how to implement the invention in alternative 
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embodiments and applications. As such, this detailed description of the preferred and alternative 
embodiments should not be construed to limit the scope or breadth of the present invention. 



An overview of the present invention is illustrated in Fig 1. Initially, an author writes an 
article and is seeking to have that article published in a journal serving the field that is relevant to 
the subject matter of the article. In step 10, the author submits the article to the journal. One 
embodiment, the author submits the article to the journal by connecting to the journal's Web site 
and uploading the article as a document. This allows the author to instantaneously submit the 
article to the joumal. 

Once the article has been submitted to the joumal, the review process begins, as shown in 
step 20. The review process includes the selection of reviewers who are experts in the field that 
is the subject matter of the article. In a preferred embodiment, the selection is carried out by a 
keyword matching process. This process preferably breaks down the article into weighted 
keywords and then compares those keywords to keywords associated with the profiles of 
potential reviewers. When the potential reviewers have been selected, each is contacted and 
requested to review the article. To help the potential reviewer with the decision, each reviewer is 
given an abstract of the article, along with other relevant information. 

Upon acceptance of the reviewer position, the reviewer is given access to the complete 
article. The reviewer then examines the article and completes an evaluation form. When the 
evaluation is complete, the reviewer submits the evaluation to the joumal. In one embodiment, 
the reviewer submits the evaluation through the joumal's Web site. Altematively, the reviewer 
could submit the evaluation via email. 
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After all of the reviews have been submitted, the editor responsible for the article makes a 
recommendation about the article. This process is illustrated in step 30. The editor reads the 
reviews along with any comments provided by the author and makes the recommendation. Next, 
the editorial staff for the journal makes its publication decision, as shown in step 40. In general, 
the publication decision can be to (1) publish the article, as seen in step 50; (2) reject the article, 
as seen in step 60; or (3) provisionally accept the article subject to certain required revisions, as 
seen in step 70. 

^ If the article is provisionally accepted, subject to certain required revisions, the revision 
process is initiated, as illustrated in step 80. This process allows the author to edit the article, 
making changes where appropriate and as required by the editorial staff. When the author has 
completed the revision of the article, the author re-submits the article and the review process 
begins anew. However, in the iterative rounds of revision and review, the steps for selecting 
reviewers is advantageously eliminated, as reviewers have previously been selected and assigned 
to the article. 

7. Article Submission 

Fig.2 is a flowchart of a process for the submission of an article by the author. In a 
preferred embodiment, the journal that receives the article has a Web page that is accessible to 
the entire Internet. In step 100, the author of the article connects to the Internet and using 
standard Web browser software the author connects to the joumal's Web site. Once connected to 
the Web site, the author uploads the article to the journal Web site, as illustrated in step 1 10. For 
example, the author may use a standard Web browser to upload the article to the journal's Web 
site using the HTTP protocol. Alternatively, the author may use a standard Web browser or an 
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alternative program to upload the article to the journal's Web site using the FTP protocol. Other 
protocols and programs are also available to convey the article from the author to the journal, and 
the present invention contemplates the use of such programs and protocols. For the sake of 
simplicity, the present description will focus, where appropriate, on the use of standard HTTP 
protocols. 

After the author uploads the article to the Web site, the article is converted into a standard 
format, as shovm in step 120. In one embodiment, the Web site is configured such that the 
article is automatically converted from the author's native format into the journal's standard 
format. For example, the author may write the article in any of several document processing 
applications, such as Microsoft Word, Word Perfect, Page Maker, Frame Maker, and the like. In 
one embodiment, the Web site is able to convert any native format into the journal's standard 
format. 

After the article has been converted to the standard format, the resulting article is 
presented to the author for review. This process is demonstrated in step 130, where the author is 
given the opportunity to approve of the converted format. If the author does not approve, the 
author may make adjustments to the standard formatted article until the article meets the author's 
approval. In an alternative embodiment, the author may contact staff at the journal to resolve any 
outstanding formatting issues. In one embodiment, after the article has been reformatted, a 
document versioning tree is established for the article. This allows multiple versions of the 
article to exist so that no version is lost in the revision and review process previously described 
with reference to Fig 1. Additionally, in an altemative embodiment, after submission the article 
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may be marked as draft to allow the author or authors time to collaborate on desired revisions 
prior to complete submission of the article to the journal. 

In step 140, after the article has been submitted and reformatted, the text and title of the 
article is parsed to reveal certain keywords associated with the article. For example, words such 
as articles, prepositions, and conjunctions are first removed fi-om the article. The remaining 
words are then ranked according to factors such as presence in the title of the article and the 
frequency and location of use in the text of the article. The ranking process is shown in step 150. 

After the keywords have been parsed and ranked, the author is given an opportunity to 
approve the selected keywords and their relative rank, as illustrated in step 160. In one 
embodiment, the author may add and delete keywords from the list automatically generated by 
the journal's Web site. Additionally, the author may change the rank of the keywords in the list. 

The author may also request that certain scholars or experts be considered as potential 
reviewers of the article. Correspondingly, the author may also request that certain experts or 
scholars not be considered as potential reviewers of the article. 

After the article has been submitted, reformatted and approved by the author and the list 
of keywords has been generated, ranked and approved by the author, the submission process is 
complete. 

2. Reviewer Selection 

A scholarly journal's publication process typically demands that peer review of articles 
be performed prior to an article being printed in the journal. In Fig. 3, a flowchart of a process 
for selecting reviewers is depicted. After the article has been submitted, the ranked list of 
keywords is preferably used to search the journal's database of available reviewers as shown in 
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step 200. For example, the keyword search may begin with the highest ranked word from the list 
and compare that word to corresponding keyword fields in the profiles of scholars in the 
journal's database. The database may be automatically enhanced by allowing experts, scientists, 
and other scholars to complete a curriculum vitae form through the journal's Web site and submit 
that form to the journal. In one embodiment, the form contains all of the information needed to 
include the scholar in a subsequent search for potential reviewers. Continuing the example, after 
the highest ranked keyword is searched, the other keywords are similarly searched by rank. 

In an alternative embodiment, if no potential reviewer profiles are found during the 
keyword search, the journal's Web site can access any of the many available external databases 
containing information and profiles regarding scholars and fields of expertise. For example, if no 
potential reviewers were found in the journal's own database, the Web site could access 
MEDLINE from the National Institute of Health, the Science Citation Index ("SCI") from the 
Institute for Scientific Information, Lexis - Nexis, or any other publicly available database or any 
other database available by subscription. In such a case, the journal's Web site would connect to 
the database over the Internet and submit a query requesting the names of authors who have 
published articles containing the ranked keywords. Additionally, the editorial staff at the journal 
may configure the Web site to refine the external database search to a specific subset of the 
information or joumals contained therein. 

As shown in step 210, once the search for potential reviewers is complete, the resulting 
profiles are ranked. In one embodiment, the profiles are ranked according to the potential 
reviewers familiarity with the subject matter of the article and the potential reviewer's past 
performance record for reviewing articles. For example, the past performance record may 
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include factors such as timeliness, thoroughness, clarity, and the number of completed reviews. 
Additionally, the ranking could consider the number of reviews currently in progress by the 
potential reviewer. When the ranked list of potential reviewers is complete, the editorial staff 
selects the desired potential reviewers, as illustrated in step 220. Once selected, a message is 
sent to each potential reviewer, requesting that the potential reviewer agree to review the article. 
An abstract of the article may be included in the request to help the potential reviewer make a 
prompt and informed decision. The request may also include the title of the article, the author(s), 
due dates for the review, and instructions on how to accept. 



I^In one embodiment, the Web site may automatically send a request by email the top 
ranked potential reviewers. This list may be modified somewhat by suggestions for potential 
reviewers supplied by the author as discussed previously with reference to Fig. 2. The number of 
potential reviewers selected for automatic request by email may be set by the editorial board and 
configurable as a parameter in the journal's Web site. For example, if the editorial board 
determined that automatic requests should be sent to four potential reviewers for each article, the 
Web site would query the database to find the four top ranked scholars. Additionally, the list 
may be refined per the author's suggestions and an email would automatically be sent to each of 
the remaining four potential reviewers. 

Finally, as shown in step 240, the potential reviewers agree to review the article for the 
joumal. In one embodiment, the agreement method employed by the accepting reviewer is 
email. For example, a potential reviewer receives the request firom the joumal and reads through 
the abstract of the article. After reading through the abstract and deciding to review the article, 
the accepting reviewer sends an email to the journal's Web site indicating the accepting 
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reviewer's agreement to review the article. Alternatively, the accepting reviewer could 
communicate the acceptance to the journal by connecting to the journal's Web site and indicating 
the acceptance. Advantageously, this automatic acceptance reduces the required editorial staff 
involvement and thereby reduces the required editorial intervention and management. 

Additionally, an accepting reviewer could indicate the acceptance via facsimile, regular 
U.S. mail, telephone, or any of several other alternative methods. Preferably, when a 
predetermined number of potential reviewers have agreed to review the article, the journal's Web 
site automatically closes the acceptance window and immediately notifies all outstanding 
potential reviewers who have not accepted that their services will not be needed. 

In one embodiment, if no reviewers have agreed to review the article by a predetermined 
date, the Web site automatically sends another request to the same set of potential reviewers. 
This second request may relax the deadlines for review in an attempt to entice the potential 
reviewers into acceptance of the reviewing responsibilities. 

J. Article Review 

Immediately after the journal receives the reviewer's acceptance, the journal's Web site 
makes the full text of the article available to the reviewer. This part of the overall process is 
illustrated in step 300 of Fig 4. In step 3 10, the reviewer accesses the article on the Web site. In 
a preferred embodiment, the reviewer must log into the Web site using a predetermined 
password. In this fashion, access to the article is password protected and not generally available 
to the public. In one embodiment, the reviewer downloads the article to a local workstation for 
offline review. In an alternative embodiment, the reviewer conducts the review while connected 
to the Web site. 



SD-148400.1 



15 




Patent 
252/199 



While connected to the journal's Web site, the reviewer can input relevant comments 
about the article into an evaluation form. In one embodiment, the reviewer can download the 
form from the Web site and enter comments directly into the form while off line. The form may 
be an email template that the reviewer can email to the editorial staff at the journal upon 
completion. In an altemative embodiment, the reviewer can enter relevant comments into any 
document type while off line and then later use the well known cut and paste utilities to enter the 
comments into the evaluation form while connected to the Web site. In another altemative 
embodiment, the reviewer can simply upload the local document containing the evaluation to the 
Web site. 

Furthermore, the Web site may support the storing of partially complete evaluation 
forms. For example, when the reviewer first accesses the article, the reviewer, while connected 
to the Web site, enters several initial comments into the evaluation form and labels that form as a 
draft. Later, while off line, the reviewer enters several more comments into a document stored 
locally on the reviewer's computer. When the reviewer has completed the review, the reviewer 
connects to the joumal's Web site and uses the well known cut and paste utilities to insert the 
rest of the reviewer's comments into the evaluation form. When the reviewer has completed the 
evaluation form, as shown in step 320, the form is ready for submission to the editorial staff at 
the journal. 



step 330, the reviewer has the ability to set certain access privileges on the evaluation. 
For example, certain fields of the evaluation form are confidential between the reviewer and the 
editorial staff. However, the reviewer may elect to open up access to those fields so that other 
reviewers and possibly the author may access those fields. In one embodiment, each reviewer is 
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granted access to submitted evaluation forms only after that reviewer has submitted an evaluation 
form. Advantageously, this maintains the integrity of each reviewers evaluation of the article. 
As evaluation forms are submitted, each reviewer may be notified that the other reviewer has 
submitted the evaluation form. As illustrated in step 340, once a reviewer has completed the 
evaluation form, that form is submitted to the journal's editorial staff Furthermore, as 
mentioned above and shown in step 350, after the reviewer has submitted an evaluation form, 
that reviewer may access other submitted evaluation forms for comparison. 

In one embodiment, a reviewer can connect to the journal's Web site and view the status 
of any outstanding reviewing commitments as well as the reviewer's completed reviews. Fig. 
4 A is an application window that illustrates a prototype of a review status screen. For example, 
when a reviewer logs into the joumal's Web site, the reviewer can select to view all of the 
articles/manuscripts that the reviewer is responsible for. In Fig. 4A, the reviewer is presented 
with the single outstanding article waiting for review. Advantageously, notes are displayed in 
the example window that inform the reviewer when the present review is due and when the other 
reviewers submitted completed reviews. 

In Fig. 4B, the reviewer is presented with the status of each completed review. As 
illustrated in this prototype application window, the information displayed in the window may 
indicate when the review was received by the journal, whether the review was timely or late, 
when the other reviews were received, and the publication decision made by the editorial board. 

Fig. 4C is a software application window illustrating a prototype of a journal's Web page 
evaluation form. This form may be used by a reviewer while on line to enter comments about 
the article. In one embodiment the reviewer can indicate that the comments are currently in draft 
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form so that the incomplete comments will not be forwarded to the joumal until the review is 
finalized. Advantageously, the evaluation form displays relevant information regarding the 
status of the review such as the data the article was received by the joumal, the date the review 
was sent to the reviewer, and the date the review is due. If the review is overdue, the due date 
may be accentuated to call the reviewer's attention to the delinquent status. For example, the due 
date may be displayed in a red colored font to indicate when the review is overdue. 
4. A uthor *s Response 

Fig. 5 is a flowchart of a process that allows the author to respond to a reviewer's 
submitted evaluation form. This "first response" capability is extremely useful to the editor 
when making the publication recommendation. As seen in step 400, the author is notified when 
each evaluation form is complete and submitted. In one embodiment, the author is automatically 
notified that an evaluation form has been completed, immediately after the journal's Web site 
receives the evaluation form. For example, when the reviewer sends the evaluation form into the 
joumal via email, the joumal receives the email, recognizes which article the evaluation form is 
referencing, and then sends an email notifying the author that an evaluation form has been 
received. Next, the author connects to the Web site and reads the evaluation, as illustrated in 
steps 410 and 420. 

Advantageously, the author is able to enter remarks and respond to the reviewer's 
comments directly within the text of the evaluation form. For example, while reading the 
evaluation form, the author realizes that the reviewer misunderstood a particular example in the 
article. In the evaluation form, where the reviewer discusses the confusing example, the author 
inserts a response, clarifying any confusing language and suggesting alternative language or even 
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an alternative example. In one embodiment, the author's remarks that are entered directly into 
the evaluation form are visually set apart from the reviewer's comments. For example, the 
author's remarks may be surroimded by a box, the font may be a different size, color or typeface, 
and the font may be highlighted in some fashion, such as in bold or italic letters. 

After the author has entered all of the necessary and relevant responses into the 
evaluation form, the author completes the examination of the evaluation form, as shovra in step 
440. In one embodiment, the editor assigned to the article is notified when the remarks from the 
author have all been entered. 

Fig. 5A is a software application v^ndow illustrating a prototype of an on line evaluation 
form that includes the remarks entered by the author. Preferably, the remarks from the author are 
set apart from the comments made by the reviewer. In Fig. 5A, the authors remarks are enclosed 
in a box within the text of reviewers comments. Advantageously, this provides context sensitive 
author responses to the comments made by the reviewer. The remarks made by the author may 
be additionally identified by being presented in a different color font. For example, the 
comments from the review may be displayed in a standard black color font. The author's 
remarks are then inserted into a separate box, to differentiate those remarks from the reviewer's 
comments. Additionally, the author's remarks in the separate box may be displayed in a blue 
color font. This makes the author's remarks even more distinct and simplifies the editor's 
examination of the review and corresponding remarks. 

5. Editor *s Recommendation 

Turning to Fig. 6, a method for an editor to arrive at a publication recommendation is 
shown. As discussed above, in step 500 the editor is notified when an evaluation has been 
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completed by the reviewer and the author has completed the response. The editor may be 
notified by the editor's preferred method, which is declared by the editor in the editor's profile. 
In one embodiment, the editor is first notified when the reviewer completes the evaluation form 
and then later notified when the author has finished entering remarks into the evaluation form. 
Upon such notice, the editor connects to the Web site and reads the evaluation and the 
corresponding remarks firom the author, as illustrated in steps 510 and 520. 

In one embodiment, the editor is able to see a point by counter-point discussion between 
the reviewer and the author, respectively. Preferably, this discussion facilitates an accelerated 
publication recommendation by the editor, as seen in step 530. In an alternative embodiment, the 
editor's recommendation on publication could be final. For example, if a journal employed a flat 
^ organizational structure, the individual article publication decisions may be made by the editor 
for each subject area. 

p In one embodiment, after the editor has made the publication recommendation, the editor 

2 additionally completes an evaluation of the reviewer. This evaluation grades the quality of the 
T5 reviewer's evaluation. For example, the evaluation of the reviewer could be based upon factors 
such as timeliness, thoroughness, and tactfiilness. These evaluations may become part of the 
reviewer's profile and aid the editorial staff when subsequently selecting equally ranked potential 
reviewers, as discussed previously with reference to Fig. 3. 
6. Publication Decision 
20 After all of the editor's recommendations have been received the editorial board makes its 

publication decision. In one embodiment, there is only one editor assigned to each article. In an 
alternative embodiment, more than one editor may consider the reviewers' evaluation forms and 
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the author's corresponding remarks. Fig. 7 is a flowchart of a process that an editorial board can 
use to facilitate the publication decision. As shown in step 600, all of the editor 
recommendations have preferably been received by the editorial board. 

Next, in step 610, the editorial board reflects upon the editor recommendations and 
determines the suitability of the article for publication. In one embodiment, the editorial board 
has three categories of suitability for an article. First, the article may be accepted for publication 
in its present condition, as seen in step 620. Second, the article may be rejected outright, as seen 
in step 630. Third, the article may be provisionally accepted subject to certain revisions that are 
required by the board, as illustrated in step 640. In alternative embodiments there may be several 
more determinations that an editorial board may make. For example, the board may determine 
that the article is suitable for publication in the distant future, or the article may be suitable for 
publication but untimely and therefore rejected. Thus, the article may be given any of a number 
of other possible determinations, subject only to the needs of the editorial board. 

Advantageously, in one embodiment the editorial board can arrive at the publication 
decisions through on line commimications. For example, the editors may communicate with 
each other through email or other types of notification procedures offered by the Web site. In 
one embodiment, the editors may take part in one or more virtual conferencing sessions 
facilitated by the Web site in order to conmiunicate with each other and arrive at publication 
decisions for the articles imder review. 

After the publication decision has been made by the board, the board additionally sets a 
timeline for the revision process, including the date for receipt of the revised article, as illustrated 
in step 650. Finally, as shown in step 660, the editorial staff notifies the author and the reviewers 
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of its decision. A notice of provisional acceptance may include the due date for receipt of the 
revised article. 



When the editorial board determines that the article is provisionally accepted for 
publication, the author then edits the article to make the necessary changes. Fig. 8 shows a 
process v^hereby the author can efficiently make those changes within the time frame set by the 
editorial board. Beginning with step 700, the author receives notice of the provisional 
acceptance. Next, the author makes the necessary edits as shown in step 710. Advantageously, 
the journal's Web site allows the author to communicate with the reviewers in order to clarify 
comments and receive preliminary approval from the reviewers on changes to the article. In one 
embodiment, the identity of the reviewers remains anonymous throughout the revision process. 

For example, an author receives notice that the article must be revised. The author then 
connects to the joumal's Web site to consult the comments made by the reviewers. Based on 
these conmients, the author makes changes to the article. However, the author is uncertain 
whether the reviewers will approve of the changes made by the author. Therefore, the author 
connects to the joumal's Web site again and sends a conunimication to the reviewers, inviting 
commentary on the author's proposed changes. After receiving feedback from the reviewers, the 
author completes the revision and resubmits the article, as shown in step 730. In one 
embodiment, the reviewers are automatically notified in step 740 that the revised article has been 
resubmitted and is ready for review. 



Referring back to the overview in Fig. 1, after the author submits the revised article, the 
review process in step 20 begins again. This is the beginning of a second cycle of the article 
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through the peer review process. However, new reviewers are not selected for subsequent 
iterations of the peer review process as reviewers have already been selected for the article. After 
the second review process completed, the revised article passes on to a second editorial 
recommendation in step 30 and ultimately to a second publication decision as described above in 
step 40 of Fig. 1. As can be seen, the process that a submitted article goes through is cyclical. A 
single article may iterate through the above described processes several times before it is 
ultimately accepted for publication or finally rejected. 

When an article is finally accepted for publication, the article may be passed to a copy 
editor. The copy editor formats the article in the proper publication format for the particular 
journal. This final format may then be delivered to the author and the editor for review. After 
the author and editor have reviewed and approved of the galley proof, the article may be 
immediately published on line to the joumal's Web site. Later, the article may be published in 
print. 

Alternatively, the a synopsis or abstract of the article may be published on the journal's 
Web site. This tickler type of publishing may be used to inform the public and any visitors to the 
journal's Web site that the article v^U be published in a fixture issue of the journal. 
Advantageously, the synopsis or abstract may also indicate the expected date of publication and 
the expected form of publication. For example, the synopsis on the joumal's Web site may 
indicate that the article v^U be published in next quarter's printed version of the joumal, or 
perhaps in next week's on line version of the journal. 
B. Example Embodiments 
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Below, example implementations of the present invention are described to provide further 
detail of several possible applications of the present invention. The recitation of these example 
embodiments is included to provide additional description and in no way should be construed to 
limit the broad scope contemplated by the present invention. 



In one embodiment, each party interacting with the joumal's Web site has a user profile. 
The user profile is set up during the user's first interaction with the Web site. For example, the 
first time a scholar, technician, or expert in a particular field cormects to the journal's Web site, 
whether by referral or by personal or professional interest, the user encounters a series of 
registration screens. Figs. 9 - 14 are examples of possible registration screens that a new user 
might encounter. 

Initially, in Fig. 9 a user first cormects to the joumal's Web site. If the user is an existing 
user, then that user may simply log into the journal's Web site by entering the correct usemame 
and password combination. However, if the user is a new user, that user will need to create an 
account before gaining access to the rest of the journal's Web site. In this way, the Web site can 
restrict access to confidential material such as pending articles under peer review. 

After selecting to create a new account, in Fig. 10 the first registration screen prompts the 
new user to enter a usemame and a password. This usemame and password combination will 
provide the user with access to the journal's Web site in the future. The initial screen in this 
embodiment also asks for the user's main email address, which may be used when 
communicating with the user in the future. 



L 
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In Fig, 11, the registration screen prompts the user to input additional contact 
information. • For example, the user's name, street address, city, state, zip, country, phone, 
facsimile, and other information is gathered here. Additional information may also be gathered, 
such as the user's text pager number and associated uniform resource locator ("URL") as seen 
here. As also seen on this registration screen, certain fields may not be required, giving the new 
user an option to not divulge that information. 

In Fig. 12, the nev^ user is prompted to enter the user's area of expertise. In this example, 
the user is allowed to write a short narrative in a free form text entry Mdndow. Alternatively, the 
registration screen may suggest that the user enter keywords to describe the user's area of interest 
or expertise. 

In Fig. 13, the new user is asked to enter the user names of other individuals who the new 
user would like to be associated with in a peer group. This group of peers is referred to as a 
"Collaborator Community" and provides each member of the group access to collective works. 

In Fig. 14, the user is prompted to select certain preferences associated with the user's 
status as a potential reviewer. For example, the registration screen illustrated here asks if the 
user would like to be considered as a reviewer for the journal. Additionally, the user is asked to 
select the preferred contact method for the joumal's reviewer requests to the user. Also, the user 
is asked to supply certain timeframes that the user is unavailable. Additional information could 
also be sought by the journal to more efficiently select potential reviewers. 

Also in Fig. 14 is a request for information from the new user regarding the user's status 
as an author. Specifically, in this example registration screen, the user is prompted to select the 
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preferred contact method for the joumars automatic notification to authors when a milestone is 
reached in the peer review process. 

An advantage of implementing the user profile embodiment is realized in the resulting 
password protected nature of the peer review process, the streamlined communication between 
the parties involved, and the enhanced database of potential reviewers created from the user 
profiles. For example, when an existing user submits an article to the joumal, the joumal already 
knows the user's primary email address and preferred contact information. Additionally, when 
the Web site finds and ranks the potential reviewers, the area of expertise, primary email address, 
and other preferred contact information of that potential reviewer are known. Additionally, the 
user profile record can be used by the joumal database to store information regarding the 
reviewer's habits of timeliness, thoroughness, and general recommendation. 

Additional advantages are realized each time a user connects to the journal's Web site 
and logs in. This advantage is evident from Fig. 15 which shows an existing user's home page 
within the journal's Web site. As can be seen, a reminder of the number of outstanding articles 
the user has submitted to the joumal is prominently displayed. Additionally, a reminder of the 
number of article the user has agreed to review is similarly displayed. In this fashion, the user is 
able to keep track of both submissions and reviewing responsibilities from one easy location. 

2. Collaborator Communities 

As briefly described above with reference to Fig. 13 one embodiment of the present 
invention includes the Collaborator Community fimctionality. This tool allows multiple 
individuals to collaborate on an article, working together as co-authors. For example, several 
users who may be geographically dispersed around the globe come together in the joumal 's Web 
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site to form a collaborator commxmity. As illustrated in Fig. 13, each user enters in the names of 
the other users that comprise the community. This gives each of the collaborators equal access to 
a draft article. One of the members of the community may be designated as the primary author, 
and that member correspondingly has the additional capability of submitting the completed 
5 article to the j oumal . 

For example, several professors from different universities may come together at a 
convention and decide to co-author a work in their shared area of expertise. Through the 
journal's Web site, each professor joins the collaborator community, with one professor being 
=Q designated as the primary author. Over time, each professor accesses the draft article through the 
journal's Web site and contributes an equal portion to the article. When the article is complete, 

lis 

'{2 the designated professor submits the article to the journal as described above with reference to 

r Fig. 2. 

=P As the review process proceeds, each notice delivered to the author is delivered to the 

designated professor and each of the other co-authors. For example, in Fig. 16 the designated 

13 professor would be referred to as the corresponding author while the other professors would be 
referred to as contributing authors. When the corresponding author logged in to the j oumal' s 
Web site, the collaborative article would be displayed under the "CORRESPONDING 
AUTHOR" tab. When a contributing author logged into the journal's Web site, the collaborative 
article would be displayed under the "CONTRIBUTING AUTHORSHIP" tab, as illustrated in 

20 Fig. 17. 

Continuing the example, when a reviewer completes and submits an evaluation form to 
the journal, each co-author is notified. Recall from the discussion of Fig. 5 that the author has 
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the ability to respond to comments in the evaluation fomi. Advantageously, when the author is a 
collaborator community, each co-author in the conraiunity has equal access to respond to the 
comments made by the reviewer. In this fashion, each professor can access the evaluation form 
and enter remarks in the appropriate area. When all of the professors have completed their 
respective responses, the designated professor who is also the corresponding author submits the 
response to the j oumal . 

As previously discussed with reference to Fig. 5a, the remarks of all of the co-authors are 
separated in the text from the reviewer's comments in the evaluation form. However, when 
separate co-authors respond in the same area of the evaluation form, those remarks are 
seamlessly collated into a single text block for the convenience of the editor. Thus, the 
collaborator community allows geographically disperse colleagues to come together through the 
joumal's Web site and efficiently co-author an article. 

3. Multi Journal Capabilities 

Advantageously, the present invention is capable of handling the peer review process for 
a single journal as well as multiple journals. For example, in today's competitive scholarly 
journal environment, it is not uncommon for a single publisher to manage and produce a 
portfolio of journals covering a wide range of subject areas. Accordingly, the present invention 
is designed to allow a multi-j oumal publisher to implement its Web site as a full service portal to 
the publisher's entire journal portfolio. 

For example, when a user creates an account with one of the journal's managed by the 
publisher, the user would be able to submit papers to any joumal in the publisher's portfolio. 
Additionally, users that are in the potential reviewer database for one joumal are also in the 
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potential reviewer database for all of the journals in the publisher's portfolio. This allows the 
publisher to generate a larger, more well rounded database of potential reviewers in less time. 

Furthermore, users that connect to the publisher's Web site have access to the status of 
pending articles that have been submitted to any of the journals in the publisher's portfolio. In a 
similar fashion, reviewers have access to the status of outstanding reviews for any of the journals 
in the publisher's portfolio. 

An additional advantage realized in the multi-journal embodiment is the facilitation of the 
transference of articles and the peer review process between sister journals. For example, an 
author submits an article to the premier journal in the field that is the subject matter of the article. 
This journal is produced by a publisher vsdth a portfolio of joumals, some of which are in the 
same discipline as the premier joumal. As the peer review process unfolds, it becomes clear to 
the article editor that the submitted article is more appropriate for one of the publisher's sister 
joumals, and not for the premier joumal. In response, the publisher can transfer the article to the 
sister joumal without interrupting the peer review process. 

For example, although the joumal that the article was submitted to would change, the 
author's interface to information regarding the status of the article would remain the same. 
Similarly, the reviewer's interface to information regarding the status of the article would also 
stay the same. Also, the author can be easily notified of the change either through the publisher's 
Web site or by email or other traditional means. In this fashion, the present invention allows a 
single publisher with multiple joumals to manage the peer review process amongst and between 
all of those joumals using a single author, reviewer, and editorial interface. 
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While the particular methods for facihtating the peer review process herein shown and 
described in detail are fully capable of attaining the above described objects of this invention, it 
is to be understood that the description and drawings represent the presently preferred 
embodiments of the invention and are, as such, merely representative of the subject matter which 
is broadly contemplated by the present invention. It is further understood that the scope of the 
present invention fully encompasses other embodiments that may become obvious to those 
skilled in the art, and that the scope of the present invention is accordingly limited by nothing 
other than the appended claims. 
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